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No. Ho. oF REP 
The Commtittee of Claims, to 'whiclt was Teferred the petition of Albio1f, 
T. Crow, report: 
That the petitioner presents two claims 
of them is as follows : 
' 
, [ Rep. No. 491. J 
getting up, Mr. Stewart raised his hand in which he had the candle, so 
high as to set the hay on lire in the loft, whereby the stable 'was consumed. 
Two horses, the property of 'rhomas Brophy and Freeman Williams, 
mounted volunteers, were burnt with the stable. 
Col. Strode thinks tlie Vl'lnation was low: he gives the dimensions of 
, the stable, and the mann r in which it was finished. 
The committee think the &table should be paid for, and report a bill 
accoTdingly. . · 
'l"'~he other cluirn is for the following account: 
"The United States, to Albion T. Crow, Dr. 
May and Ju11e, 1832. 
For spoliation in the destruction of garden vegetables, ornamental and 
fruit trees, and shrubbery in garden and yard attached to the house, used 
and occupied as barracks in the stockade in Galena $150 
To sustain this claim, the affidavit of the claimant is annexed. 
Z. C. Palmer, captain of the 6th infantry, and vVm. Hempstead, acted as 
commissioners in receiving the claims against the United States, arising 
from the defence. of the Illinois frontiers, during the Black Hawk war, on 
the back (:)f the, account, made and subscribed the following statement, 
to wit: 
' Comrnis. ioners' Office, Galena, March 5, 1833. 
All the evidence in possession of the commissioners accompany this 
claim ; it does not belong to any particular class of claims ; the nature of 
it and the evidence under oath renders the opinion of the commissioners 
in a degree unnecessary. The claim however appears exorbitant, and 
one that not more than one-half or . two-third. could nnder any circum-
stances be recommended. 
Z. C. PALMER, Capt. 6th Inft'y. 
vVM. HEMPS'l'EAD, 
Cmnmissioners." 
Col Strode, in his deposition referred to, says nothing about this olaim. 
The committee had required the commanding officer's testimony to be 
taken in this case ; from not giving it, the committee presume he knew 
nothing in favor of the claim. 
This clailn is thought by the committee not to be admissible. 
